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ABSTRACT

\

Five types of political information were analyzed as a function of the

phase of the early presidential campaign year, and the news/ level

of the respondent. The number of cognitions, the accuracy of cognitions,.and
I

the degree of affective structuring of cognitions were all higher among the

high-exposure groups, and were higher during the early primaries phase than

they had been in the pre-primary period. Uncertainty in the distribution of

cognitions wnhigher in the high-exposure groups, but their gistance from the

low-exposure groups was reduced in the early primaries phase. Uncertainty in
. .

the distribution of candidate preferences was higher in the high-exposure

groups during the pre-primary phase, but higher among the low-exposure group$,

during the early primaries. The latter interactions were predicted as a. func-
4 1 t t

dog of uncertainty-reducing news flow as the early primaries begin to el'minate

1some candidates.



COMMUNICATION OF POLITICAL INFORMATION DURING EARLY PRESIDENTIAL

0

COGNITION, AFFECT,AND UNCERTAINTY

Generalizations,adout the role of mass media in presidential elections

tend to imply that the campaign year is a seamless whole, in which the relation-

ship between media and audience is 'the same from the earliest primaries until

election day. Candidates and their campaign strategistS, however, recognize

that this is notthe case (Barber, 1978; Kessel, 1980).. The-tampaign progresses

in a'seriessof phases, and the role of the media is quite different, n kind

as well as in magnitude, in these successive periods. The character of the

audience that is being addreSsed changes,'as does the,structure of'political

information held by tfiat audience.

The clearest differentiation over time is between the campaign for nomina-

tfOn and the subsequent campaign for election. Most research and, consequently,

most syntheses of the research literature; are based on the conditions that

obtain during the post-nomination fall election campaign, which is contested

bepiden standard-bearers of thetwo major parties plus afew independent cah-

didates. In general the fall campaign is one in which political information

about (and claimspn behalf of) the candidates flows heavily to a "mass" 'or

general audience; Information processing is largely structured'by pridr,'par-

tisan affiliations; thp focus is on voters' final choices between the two

major*candidates, based on their personal characteristics and issue position.,

Primary Campaigns

iThe campaign for n ation is quartatively different, especially in its

.

7early ph#ses. Rather than a time of final dec i sion, it has been characterized
0

as a,period of "winnowing" (Matthews, 1978) Competition for nomination is

. °within each harty, rather than between parties. There are typically many
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candidates vying for nomination,,or at least being "mentioned" as possible.
.

nominees. Campaigning early in a presidential.primary'season is a process

of mobilization of support of many kinds -- contributions, volunteers, en-

dorsemekts more than it is one of winning only the votes of .otherwise un

volved citizens (Chaffee, 1961).

,

Little research has been directed'teward communication processes spe
S ;

is lly during primary campaigns, Many.more'candidastes are eliminated f om

co tention in this Period than during. the final election campaign, .h,

and the process by which the field of.viable Contenders is nt two or

I
three would seem td deserve more attention.

±:,.

The-Media. Just as financial and worker support is tentative anyispersed

duringthe priMariesv so are the reportorial' resources of the press...With many

candidates, -none can receive concentrated coverage. Much,of.the news fotuseS

on who seems to be forging ahead in the horSe-race for nomination rather than

on the relative merits of the several candidates in terms of political issues.

A candidate's personality and.style, and indicationS of his financial su p5Art,

are newsworthy as clUes to his chances of success. Even the crudest of poll

results is seized upon as an indicator of the "winnowing" process; restats.of,

the first few primary elections are greatly magnified as, epresenting national

4:4- trends. .

0

Po itical information in the early-primary camilaign context is not so

much a matter, then, of knowledge of issue positions and candidate capabil-

ities, as it is of the resolutions of uncepAhinty about who the nominees are

to be. Potential backers and volunteer participants; those who want their votes

to "coun-t"; reporters\who want to be covering the "leading" candidates; and

even the rival candidates, are primaries interested in ,the probable fortunes

of he many candidates -- of whom only a few can survive for more than a few'

months. And, again unlike the.communicatipn-saturated general election phate,

.5



acquisition of these kinds

.3

ormation during the early primaries requires
1

a relatively high degree bfHatte tion to the'dispersed and conflicting report's
4 r

I '4,emanatfng front the news media.
) \':
, . 1

The key perception that a candidate for nomination seeks to)conVey is

'

viability, that he has a chance of winning, Patterson (1980) has found that

this perCeption tends to foiter more. favorable opinions of the candidate.

Kessel (1980: p. 41) notes that during the early primaries "so few delp-

gates are, at stake . . . that impressions of 'Probable success are more im
,.

N
'

portant" than actually winning votes. The press's heavy concentration on the

first priMary in New Hampshire (Matthews,' 1978) gives national significance to

the result even though very few voters contribute to it. A bit later in the

campaign comes hat Kessel (1980) calls the "mist clearing".stage,,in which4

the remaining candidates, begin to build coalitions by arguingto the disap-,

pointed supporters of defeated cand(dates that they are reasonably dl'ose to

the preferred position and have 'la real chance of winning" (p. 9)., Few primary,

campaigns are smooth, well-financed, national media extravaganzas; indeed, one

of the major goals of a nascent campaign in this early phase is to attract can-

tributions and volunteer workers. Impressions of potential success are es-

sential. in this effort,. and a necessary precondition for surviving to campaign

for votes later on.

DIOng the uncertain first months of a presidential year, the press devotes

much of its energies to gathering evidence that bears On the mist-clearinvand

winnowing processes. This,includes reports of polls of all,descriptions; state-

ments by candidates about primaries where they expect to 4o well or poorly;

results of party caucuses or the choices of prominent party leaders; inter-
a.

pretations of news events as they might bear on the fortunes of one or two

candidates; and of course primary election outcomes. Even as these early in-

d'dicktors, begin to clarify the picture, the last few candidates are announcing
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,their intentions to run for nomination, thus increasing uncertainty in one

way while it is being resolved in others.

The Audience. The main audience for a primary campaign consist of tflat

i(?

A

highly attentive minority whose support might be mobilized on behal of any of

the several candidates seeking a party's nomination. Most citizens watch the

primary contests '-- if indeed they pay much attention at all -- from the side-

lines; onlya small portion of potential, voters participate in primary elections,

even in those states where they are held. For the attentive folloiweriofthe

campaign, seemingly informational news reports can have,decidedly persuasive

meaning. As a rule, there is much more openness to information in such a time

Of high uncertainty than there would be later in the yearrwhen the question has

been reduced to a choice between two party tickets.

Patterson (1980) has found some special audienceiSharacteristics that

are peculiar to the primary season. For example, in this phase partisan voters

develop more favorable images of the opp6sition pdrty's candidates than during

the general election. Close scrutiny and criticism is aimed mainly at opposing

candidates within one's own party while the-primaries are being contested.

Patterson concludes that "apparently., partisaWip is not asstrong a psycho-

. logical defense in the primaries. . and voters' partisan biases are not fully

mobil" (p. 147). Partisan selectivity in attention to campaign comnunica-

tic) woLN, if anYthing, hetghten exposur'`td the competing candidates (within

one's:own party) rather than limiting exposure as seems to happen during the

,

general election campaign.

Patterson (1980) summarizes-the contrast in communication\processes°this

'way:

When avoter is firmly committed to a particular candidate or viewpoint,
this attitude)povides a defen ainst change. The commitment leads
voters to see events and perso alities selectively, in, a way they want
to see them, thus resulting in the,reinforcement of existing attitudes.
When voters' attitudes are weak, their perceptual defenses also are

7



C
weak. 'When this occurs.., voters are likely to accept incoming in- -

-formation in a rather direct way, thus developing a conception of thee
situation consistent with this information. Their perspective becomes
that of the communicator, a change that directs thefr-attention toward
certain ways of acting and away from other modes of, behavior. Their
perception of the situation may even point to a single option, one
that they find entirely satisfactory,because they had no strong initial
preference. They then act upon this choice Ad, in doing so, form
attitudes consistent with their choice. Voters, in short, have been
persuaded through perceptual change rather than attitude change. Their
perceptions were altered firlst, and then appropriate attitudes were
developed (pp. 125 -126).

The persuasive import orinformative mass communication is, according to

this analysis, likely to be greater during a primary campaign relative either

to a general election campaign.or to direct attempts at media persuasion. The

nature of this informative role deserves more thorough examination than it has

received in prior research.

Conceptions of Political "Information"

Political Cognitions. Most empirical definitions of "information",in

political campaign context are cognitive and relatively objective in nature.

There is certainly a considerable flow of political- cognition even amidst the

confAion of an early primary season, and we would join other scholars in deem-

tng its cumulative acquisition to be quite important. At least some voters

should come to understand the substantive differences among the candidates and

to make their individual decisions accordingly. A very small subpopuiation in

a few early-primary states usually determines which few candidates will emerge

with a Shance for nomination. Many processes of political communication precede

(by some montht) these few but powerful votes, and a number of different in-

dicators are needed tb help us chart the course of information-processing events

that lead to these chOices.

Uncertainty. 'Uncertainty and its resolution are critical to these pro-

cesses, and in our view should take a position parallel, to that of cognitive

items in defining political information during the early primaries phase. Un-

certainty, and the reduction of uncertainty, has been an accepted conceptual
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'es definition of "information" since the theoretical work of Shannon and Weaver

(1949). Uncertainty increases with p greater number of possible alternatives

(e.. candidates) and the more equally. probable these alternatives are. At

least one study (Chaffee and Wilson, 1977) suggests that uncertainty and

stracture in a community's collective,political perceptions vary as a function

of community media character'istics.., But despite early interest stimulated'

by Schramm (1055), mass communication effects researchers have tended to over-
.

look collective uncertainty and to concentrate on individual-level phenomena.

Discarding Conventional Assumptions. These considerations require us to

.rethink some of the compactmentalizations that are conventionally assumed when

researchers study mental operations in communication. We cannot forcibly

separate "information",from "persuasion" in a setting, such as the primaries,

where information may lead directly to Consequential decisions. Further, if

the structure.of perceptions is closely followed by analogous opinion formation,

we should incldde in any conception of information the interplay among cognition,

affect, and the inter-dependent organization of the two. And not all conse-

quences of the communication of political information are observableat the

level of the individual. Collective uncertainty is a property of a social

system, such as a group, a community, or a media audience.

In this paper Ke.will examine the following criterion variables, which do

notcomprise a comprehensive-list, but which do suggest some of the varieties of 4'

political information that might be studied during a presidential primary season:/

1. The number of different cognitions the person holds regarding a political

decision. This is a popular measure among researchers; in such forms as the num-

ber of candidates one can name, the issues or problems the person considers im-

'portant, the agencies and solutions associated with-these problems, etc. This

concept would include the many items.of information the person believes, regard-

less of their actual validity.

.,



2. The proportion of cognitions held that is "correct" according to some

objective criterion. A common. criterion for separating correct from'incorrect
4,

political beliefs is the published record, such as the speeches of the candidates

or press accounts regarding their partisan, ideological, or issue poSitions.

One cleai.-cut test of a cognition's "truth" value during a primary campaign is

party affiliation of major candidates, since each is running for a specific

party's nomination.

3. The degree of affective structuring associated with support for a

candidate. Cognitive theories of the "balance" variety stress that affective

and cognitive structures tend to become consistent with one another, and this

process can be considered part of the person's total handling of his or her

. personal political information. For example, to prefer one'candidate might im-

ply downgrading his opponents; to support a candidate of one party might' imply

rejecting those of a competing party;'or to favor the candidate.of a given party

might imply accepting his positions -on various issues, or attributing to him

virtues such as honesty, intelligence,,,or leadership. All of these outcomes

have been observed in various studies, and they can be viewed as affective

utilization of "information" in the more usual senses defined above. The struc-

turing process is part of a general pattern of cognitive activity occasioned by

the primary election and stimulated by the intensive media campaign leading up

to it.

4. The degree of structu e in the distribution of cognitions among the

members of a group that is sharing information. This'criterion, unlike the

preceding three, is a characteristic of a social system that is linked by:common

ti

sources of information, rather than a cHtracteristic of an individual. It is

based upon the degree of uncertainty, which as noted above is a product of both

the number of alternatives and the equality of probability among them (Shannon

-and Weaver, 1949; Schramm, 1955). In a nomination campaign, these two elements

l'0



translate into the number of candidates and one's subjective estimate of the

:chanCe" that each has. .AggregEted, this represents the rang, and variety of

information held, viewing the community as a whole. As more candidates enter

the race, uncertainty increases to the extent that there is no "objective ".

information as_to who might win, thus increasing the range of spetulation with-

in "informed opinion." But as the fortunes of some candi tes decline in polls,

primaries, and other "winnowing" mechaniiMs, this uncertainty is decreased.

The primary campaign, overall, affects'information in this fourth sense in

both directions, increasing uncertainty for a time as candidtes add themselves

to the list,and then reducing uncertainty by winnowing out the few winners from

the lar roster of losers.

5. The degree of structure in decision-making, across the members of a

political system. As the initial cognitive'uncertainty declines, the political

selection process focuses- more.and more on the few 'remaining viable candidates.

It is from among these few that active members of the system select their

favored candidate as the time for choice (e.g. a primary in one's own state)

approaches. Across the population, decisions are made from the range of what

is thought to be possible. rn this case it is the range of candidates a person

considers viable., Thus, decision- making becoMes less uncerain as a conser's--,,..,

quence of the reduced cognitive uncertainty that results from "winnowing" 1

formation. \
\.....,

The foregoing list of informational outcomes is cumulative and progressive

in nature. First comes (1) knowledge of candidates, followed by (2) knowledge

about candidates, such as their party affiliations, personalities, issue posi-

tions, etc. The next question involves (3) the affective structuring of these

related cognitions. These individual processes in turn affect (4) the degree

of uncertainty in the system, increasing cognitive.uncertainty as the number of

relevant alternatives increases, and decreasing it as some become less probable.



than others. Finally, there is (5) resolutionof decisional uncertainty with-

in the system as people's choices regardingwhich one to support focus in on two
,

or three surviving candidates.

Mass Communication in the Primary Period

Each of these processes, in addition to being loosely dependent upon the

Process prior to it in our list, is directly dependent upon the mass media:for

much of the information on which it is based.. Communication of political, in-

"formationtinvolvds two general classes of actions: what is sent-via the lews

Media, and the degree of exposure of the audience to that coritent,

'

Types-oK Media Information. In, the terul'ofour dittinctions outlinedr

aboveA we can consider three types of-content provided by news media dUring an

early primary campaign period: tog-ft each candidate and hiS polit/ical

positions; uncertainty-increasing'information about the range of choices; and

uncertaintyrdecreasing information about a candidate's viability.

Candidate- and issue-related information probably tends to be generated'at.

either a constant or af.gradually increasing rate throughout an election year;

no precise estimates a availible. But coverage'of.any given candidate is al-

most necessarily slighter early in the 'year when "objective" reporting demands

that a 'share of reportage ,be allocated to each of
(

the many potential candidates.

media concentration seems tobe more on who the candidates are than on

what any one of them might doifelected.

Uncertaintyrelated information, 'on the other hand, is most Arirf evidence in

the early phases. Names of the candidates, their -supporters and the issues on

which "they intend to campaign, begin to he reported at least a year before the

first priMaryand increase in fregAncy of occurrence into the first month or .

two of the election,year. This expansion of the number of candidates, to be

considered can generally be classed as uncertainty-increasing.
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The resolution of this uncertainty begins, necessarily, a bit later, and

doesnot, crest until around the time of the first primary elections. Un-

,certainty-decreasing information consists of indications of which candidates

are Zeading in polls, who is winning the key early caucuses and primaries --

and correspondingly; which other candidates can be 4ropped from consideration.

-It is this dropping of the trailing candidates that reduces uncertainty by

narrowing the number of viable possibilities:

Figure 1 shows schematically what we conceive' to be the approximate curve

over time for each of these three types of political information during the

early primary period: incertainty-increasing information peaking earliest,

then dropping rapidly once the candidates Jove "thrown their hats in thexring"

of the primary elections; uncertainty-decreasimpinformation peaking during

*

the period of early primariesand polls that sort out the winners from the

also -raps; and candidate-issue cognitions flowing at a modestly urward gradient

on into the later election phase.

(Figure 1 about here)

Exposure to Media Information. Interest in 'a political campaign, partic- ,

ularly in the early stage,3 when for most people the media and the candidates

are. concentrating on distant states and issues, js highly variaWe across cit-

izens, .Patterson (1980) found that more than 50% reported "no interest" in

the 1976 campaign in February. This figure was 20% lower in June, but still

about one-third were uninterested; at the same time, a substantial minority.

(25-30%) reported "strong" interest, and these people were much more likely

to follow the campaign( in'the media:

High exposure and attention to the vast variety of information flowing

from the media should theoretically affect mainly the rate of absorption of

this information. As Patterson (1980) writes, "Close attention to the news
')



sharpened people's reactions and judgments. First, those with heavier news .

exposure reacted more quickly to the changing situation . . . Also, the reac-

.

tions of close followers of the news were stronger" (p. 123). This principle

leads to two distinguishable predictions regarding'high-exposure audience

members: they should acquire information from the news media at both a faster

rate and at' a cumulatively higher,level that do those who are less exposed

to the, campaign in the media.,

It'should be stress d.that these predictions refer to the media audience,

not just to rooters: In a primary campaign only a minority of even the adult'.

audience consists of people who will vote in the upcoming primary. Beyond,

them are the many others in that state who will not vote; the large numbers

of potential voters in other states who are exposed to distant primary cam-

paigns via national media; and other audience members, such as young people of

pre - voting age plus some other adults, who are not even eligible to vote.

Election studies, which usually focus specifically on voters, tend to overlook

the extension of political mass communication processes to these, additional

components of the larger audience. There is no reason to expect the process-

ing.of information during.a campaign to be limited only 'to those few who will

vote in one of the early primaries. And in the' longer run, interpersonal

processes of public opinion are likely to involve participation by interested

and informed audience members; their political import in this role does pot

depend ,upon their voting. The "climate of opinion" that people perCeive in

the community at large can be a potent factor in a fluid political situation

(Noelle-Neumann, 1977).

Research Hypotheses

As explained below, this study is set in the pre-primary ("early days")

and early primary ("mist clearing") phases of the 1980 presidential election



ti

*0'

J.;

,.ampaign. /Time, then, is one important independent variable because we ex-
--
ipect the news media to be providing different kinds of information in these

two periods: predominantly uncertainty-incredsing information in the pre-

primary phase, and primarily uncertainty-decreasing information during the

early primaries. Candidate and issue.cognitiphs we expect to remain stable

or to increase slightly during this span of time.

12

The other independent variable is exposure to the campaign.via the news

media. We expect high-6(posufe aUdience'members to hold more cognitions in

each time period than will low-eX-poture persons; bothgroups should increase

as they absorb more information over time, but we should expect high-exposure

persons to increase their store of cognitions at a 'faster rate. These pre-

diCtions should hold for all three of our individual-level criterion var-

iables: number 'of cognitions held, the proportion of those cognitions that

is objectively "correct", and the-degree of affective structure that is associ-

ated with the perscin s candidate preferences. In all, we have two sets of main

'effetts hypotheses, predicting higher levels of information '(1) at the later

time and (2) for tHe high4 news=exposure group; and one set of interaction
a

hypotheses, predicting (3) a greater difference between the news- exposure

>groups at the later time than at theearlier time. (We should point out that

the interaction hypotheses are overriding, in that if they are supported

empirically the predicted main effects could be interpreted as artifacts of

the interactions.)

Hypotheses about system-level uncertainty and its resolution are more'.

complex to derive, because we expect the differential emphases in media\ over-

age of the campaign to interact with differential rates of absorption of that

information by the high vs. low news-exposure groups. Specifically, we

predict that the high-exposure group should respond relatively quickly to

structural changes in the campaign fortunes of the various candidates, so

11 t
ill a..0
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that uncertainty within this group should be high during the pre-primaF

phase when uncertainty-increasing information has accumulated to its peak.

Later, as candidates begin to be eliminated or at least become unlikely

survivors,during the early primaries, we predict that the high- exposure group

should absorb thds simplified structure and exhibit less uncertainty than

in the pre-primeYphase.

Low-exposure audience members, on the other hand, should be oweYto

1
absorbvuncertainty-related information. Accordingly, they should exhibit less

uncertainty during the pre-primary phase than would the high- exposure group,

and in the later phase'of early priMaries they should be less likely to ex-

hibit reduced uncertainty than the high-exposure group. BecauSe uncertainty

here is a property of systemic aggregates of persons, these hypotheses in ef-

fect treat the high- and low-exposure grobps as two audiences -- or to put

it in the extreme, one audience and one non-audience. Given our dichotomous
r ---

treatment of the variable of news exposufe, however, we should expect the

low-exposure group to behave more like a "slow" audience thOn literally a

non-audience.

Design and Measures

Interviews on which this study is based were conducted by telephone

`,throughout the state of Wisconsin over a seven-week period from' late January

through the middle of March, 1980. The professional staff of the Wisconsin

SUrvey Research Laboratory administered all data collection and coding, urider

a grant from the National Science Foundation to the second author and two

co-frincipal investigators.! The larger project from which this analysis is

taken, is a study of political socializationin adolescence. The population

repreSented,by the sample is comp sed, accordingly, of adolescents (age 10-17)

and one\parent of each; respondents were selected by random-digit dialing

techniques. In this study, the "socialization" feature of the main study is

of secondary importance to the theoretical questions outlined above. r
I 1.1



We will treat the adolescents and their paren s separate samples in the

14

present data analysis; while one can expeCt'. ir? general that.adolescentsA,

would have lower levels' of political inforMation.than their parents, we have
. ,

no reason to expect them react differentl,Ora group to the presentation
/;'

of campaign information in the media. On that assumption, we will treat the

adolescent and parent samples as equivalent forpurposes of testiob our f-e-
;

search hypotheses.

Samples. Neither the adolescent sample nor their parents ,is reprisentiive

of a general population,. such as voters-or the total media audience., On :0)e

other hand, both groups are part of the potential audience'fbr'caMpaign news

via national media during the period of the study. TheWiscOnsin
.
primary

election was approximately a month in the future'when our interviewing- period

was completed, so both groups are simply part of the broad national media aud-

ience that is being brought distant political events, which for most of:them

have little imMediate relevance. We will-divide each group into:high and lOw-,_

expOsure, and pre-primary and early-primary interview subgroups in addressing

our -hypotheses.4To the extent,that the results_areSimilar for the adol-

escents and their parents, we will consider the findings to have been'repli'-

cated with .'an independent sample.

In all, N..782 adolescents were interviewed, approxi4tely. 100 at each

age from 10 through 17. Sine parents were not interviewed for the social-

. '1'14

-ization project unless their children were also interviewed, but some children

were interviewed even though their parents could not be, the parent sample is

smaller, N=718. The Parent sample ranged in age from 27 to 69, with a median

of 41 years. Education level was somewhat above the national average; 53%

had completed'high school, and another 32% had attended college. Of the adol-

escents, 48% were female; because more children of broken families live with

the mother, 57% of the parents,were female. Parents in two-parent homes were

1



15

sampled randomly, and geographical distribution was spread proportionately

across the state by the random-digit telephone dialing selection procedure.

Interview Phase. Because random-digit selection was used throughout

the study, the date on which a respondent was interviewed was mostly random-

ized (except for the fact that households requiring more call -packs tended
.

to he interviewed a bit later). Respondents were grouped separately into

either of two time periods: January 29 through February 18 (" "pre- primary ")

and February 19 throw March 19 ("early primaries").- Following are some of

the politically newswo thy .events occurring during each of these periods,

and in the earlier part of January prior to our study:

Prior to study: President Carter announces ban on grain sales to Russia and
posSIble boycott of Olympics (Jan. 4); signs Chrysler aid
bill (Jan. 7); announces $2 billion youth training program
(Jan. 10). Six Republican candidates debate in Des Moines
(Jan. 5), all attack Carter foreign policy. Polls show
Carterahead of Kennedy 51-37% in national Gallup poll (Jan.
8), and 57-25% in Iowa (Jan. 11). Approval of Carter's
handling of Iran crisis is down to 62% approve vs. 30% dis-
approve (Jan. 10), compared with 77-19% approval in December..

Pre-primary: Carter and Bush win Iowa caucuses (Jan. 21), Cartdr wins
Maine caucuses 44-40% over K'ennedy'(Feb. 10); Bush wins Puerto
Rican primary (Feb. 17). Carter proposes moving or canceling
Moscow Olympics (Jan. 20); gives bellicOse State of Union
address (Jan. 23); announces plan to renew draft registra-
tionP(Jan: 23).; 198i budget featuring mild recessioal, rising
unemployment, double-digit inflation (Jan. 28); reports
"positive signs" re Iran (Feb. 13). Abscam investigation
launched (Feb. 2)1 U.S. ,proMises to help Pakistan if Soviets
invade (Feb. 3); U,S.- announces arms 410 to "Afghan insurgents
(Eeb. 15); prime lending rate reaches 15.75% (Feb. 19).

Early primaries: New Hampshire primaries (Feb. 26) won by Carter 49% to Kennedy
38% and Brown 10%; and by Reagan 50% to Bush 23%; Baker 13%,
Anderson 10%. Massachusetts 'primaries (March 4) won by
Kennedy 65% to Carter 29% and Brown 4%; Bush and Anderson
both 31%, Reagan 29% and Baker 5%. Vermont primaries (March
4) by Carter 74% to Kennedy 26%; by Reagan 31% to Anderson
30%, Bush 23%, Baker 13%. Florida, Georgia and Alabama pri-
maries (March 11) all won by Carter and Reagan. Connally drops
out of Republican race (March 9). N.Y. Times poll (Feb. 20)
shows,Carter ahead of Kennedy 58% to 23%, an increase over his
44-34% lead in January; Brown it at 7%. Among Republicans,
Bush has closed from a 45-6% deficit in January, but still trails
Reagan 33-24%. Consumer price index' soars to 16.8% annual rate
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(Feb. 22) then 18% (March 7). Prime lending rate continues rise
to 19% (March'18). U.S. Hostages held in Bogota (Feb. 27); no
progress .on hostages in Iran after internatianal commission dis-
bands (March 14),

These capsulized pictures of the news in each period.generall,

1
suppo t our

assumptions outlined in Figure 1. During-the pre-primary phase t ere is n-

siderable question whether the Republican candidate might be Reagan or Bush,or
.7,

perhaps, someone else; Anderson, Baker, Crane and Connally continue to campaign,

and Ford is frequently mentioned despite not campaigning. On the Democratic

side, Kennedy continues to appear viable despite the polls, as events seem

to worsen Carter chances; Brown is still in the campaign to stay (until the

Wisconsin primary). All of these events could have served to increase uncer-

tainty as to which candidates had "a real chance" of nomination, although

highly attentive voters might have read foi-eshadows in Carter's.tenacious lead
f ,

' in the pol s desjAte great political adversity regarding foreign policy and

thp economy.

Later, in the early primaries phase, much of the news,Was by contrast oaf

the un0ceVainty-rpolving variety. The Brown, Bier, Crane and Coinnallyrcampaips

were fast becoming lost causes,. Reagan and Carter each won five of the,first

six primaries, and were piling up delegatesIwhile Anderson, Kennedy and Bush

fought to stay in'the running.

Splitting date of interview into these two phases4 then, produces two,

roughly equivalent random samples of adolescents, and two of parents. (Re-
',

spondents wer4 assigned,to time groups depending upon' the dates of their own

interviews, without regard to the interview with the' her member" of the same

'family.) Changes over time in our results are -not changes within the same

people, as would be the case with a panel design; they represent differences

between groups of people sampled by Identical procedures at different times.

This avoids the problem of respondent'"dOntamination" inherent in asking in-
tim

formational' questions of the same person in repeated waves of a, panel study.
I ()



Exposure to Media News. A single overall index of media public affairs

and news exposure was created by summing the responses to four questions:

the number of'days in the past week the respondent had read a newspaper, or

had watched 'national news on ,television "; frequendj of watching local late

evening, TV news.or watching "news programs like 60 MinUtes and news specials."

Respondents were divided into high- and low-exposure groups by splitting the

summed scores at the median for parents, and at the median,for adolescents.
This, coupled with the, dichotomization by phase of interview (above) provided

the four groups for each generation that are used throughout our analyses:

pre-primary/low-exposure (N=208 parents, 224 adolescents);
pre- primary /high-

exposure (N=169 parents, 183 adolescents); early-primaries/low-expbsure')(N=188

parents, 188 adolescents); and early-primaries/high-exposure
(N=147 parents,

161 adolescents).
et.

This breakdown, summed across different media and different types of

4news vehicles and then dichotomized for si plicity in data analysis, is only

a xough-grained indicator of the person's le el of exposure to news events

bearing on the campaign. The phase -of- interview groupings are equally crude.

Our design falls far short of the cleandut exposure vs. control conditions of
A

a laboratory experiment. To the extent that' we find results iry line with

our hypOtheses, one might consider that a more tightly designed study would

produce much stronger findings.

Dependent Variables/. Political Cognitions and Affect. Respondents were

,asked to name as many candidates "running for President" as they could:, and

-then were read a list of candidates and, asked how much they liked or disliked

each,one (five-pdint scale). They were then asked which one of those named%,

they would "went elected President in November", and for each one they were

also asked whether they thought of him "as a Republican or ab Democrat."

From these items the following indices were constructed:

1. Candidates Mentioned. The sum of the number of dif*rent candidates
running for President the respondent named in answer to the first,
open-ended question. (The conceptual variable represented in this
measure is the number of different cognitions held,)

20
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2. Knowledge of Party Identification. The sum of the number of correct
answers to.closed-end questions about the party affiliations of
eight candidates: Republicans Baker, Bush, Connally,PFord and Reagan;
Democrats Brown, Carter and Kennedy. (The conceptual variable here
is the proportion of cognitions-held that are_ "correct" according to
an objdctive criteri09.)

3. Affective Structuring of Candidate Support. The dt'fference of the
respondent's rating of his/her preferred candidatt'minus the mean
rating of the other candidates who were rated on the five-pointIljke-
dislike scales. (If a respondent didn't know one of the seven other
candidatea well enough to express an opinion, that candidate was not .

included in Calculation of the mean score for the "other" candidates.).

These three indices-correspond to the first three types of information
4

we defined earlier hee. For each of these criterion variables, we predicted

(a) that high-exposure respondents would be higher than low-exposure respondents,

(b) levels would be higher during the early primaries phase than they had been

in the pre-primary phase, and (c) the increase from pre-primary to early -

primaries would be greater for the high-exposure groups.

Dependent Variables.:_ Uncertainty Measures. Within each of the eight
.

groups -- parent vs. child, hiigh- vs. low-exposure, and pre-primary vs. ea'rly-

primary -- the aggregate distributions of answers to the two open-ended ques-

tions about candidates were calculated. The standard measure of uncertainty

1-17 - Epi log2 pi (also called "entropy") was calculated (Shannon and. Weaver,

1549). This produced the. following'indiEes: &

4. Uncertainty Aboutdiandidates Running. The percentage of re
spondents in each group who mentioned a given candidate. was
assigned, the value pi for the ith candidate,- p4 for the ith,
candidate, etc. Each p-value was multtplied.b1 its own log2
and these products were summed accordinig to the Shannon
formula. (The conceptual variable here is the degree of
structure of cognitions, across the members Of the group.)

5. Uncertainty About Candidate Preference. The percentage of
respondents in .each group who said they prefgrred a given
candidate was assigned'the value p4 for the ith candidate,
etc., and uncertainty calculated at explained above. (The
conceptual variable represented here is the degree of
structure in decision-making, across the members of the
group.)

For these measures of the degree of uncertainty, the main effect of media

(

exposure is predicted during the pre-primary period only, as we expect the

1
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high-exposure group to exhibit greater mncertainty due to higher awareness

of a larger number of candidates. Later on in'the early-primaries period,

as candidates begin to be seen as less. probable. urvivors in the light of

current flews 'events, we expect the high - exposure groups to become less un-

ertain whfle uncertainty in the low-exposure groups could continue to grow:

SumMarylof Hypotheses. Figure 2 illustrates schematically o r overall

,-\ theoretical basis for the various hypotheses. Given that news flowfrom
'/

.

the media does correspond
Ilk

roughly to our expectations outlined in Figure 1

(see description of news events, above), all of our predictions of group

differdnoes are based on the assumption that /those more heavily exposed to
( ..../

the, news will absorb
.
both its contelt and its affective implications more

rapidly Oran will those who do not follow the nevo as closely.'

(Figure 2 about here)

(-

In Figure 2, we expect increases over time in the amount of cognitive

and affective information in both groups, with a greater rate of increase

among the high-exposure respondents. This applips'to the first thr de=

pendentyariables, each of which is a measure of information held within an

indiVidual As Figure 2 indicates, however, we also expect he'high-exposure

groups to react more readily to news events that affect uncertainty about

the candidates. Conse'quently, for the two measures of group uncertainty,.we

predict a decrease over time for the high-exposure group bcause they should

becomeaware of news that indicates candidates'are dropping behind and out

of the race., By contrast, the low-exposure groups should not be as aware of

these events and so their uncertainty levels would continue to increase even

'though the preponderance, of current. news is beginning to flow in the other

direction, toward'uncertainty-resolution.
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Results

Our findings 'are presented in Figures 3 through 7 in the form of graphs .

.that indic&te the-group mean or H store, as appropriate, for ea0k of the eight

1
groups,on each of. the dependent variables. To aid comparison across these

graphs, the lines representifig high-exposure groups are solid and those rep-

resenting low-ex-Po-sure groups are broken. Parent and adolescent group data

are shown on te same graph for each dependent variable; no tests of parent-

,adolescent,grouP differences are reported-, since in this paper We have offered

no hypotheses abo(ut them. The.separate parent and adoleScent data analyses )
provide an indication of the replicability of findings.

(Figure 3 about here)

0

The first criterion measure, the number of "candidates who are running

for Presigit" recalled by the respondent, is analyzed in Figure 3. As is

appatirt-ithe predicted increase over time is found for all four groups,

. and is significant (p<.001) for bgth. the parents and the We
e: ..

also find:the predicted difference between:JItgh and low hews-exposure.groups,

and'thiSAo0s highly 'significant (p <.001) ,for both samTli)es. The predic d

interaction .(i.e, the widening over time of the gap between'exposure grciUp
) 0")

'..:.

iS,'however, found only among the adolescents (v.05).),

(Figure 4 about here) ,

.

Neither sample exhibits this interaction in.Figure 4, where the gr6Up

means for correct identification of candidates by party (criterion variable

2) are plotted. Here the predicted news- exposure differences are large and

significant (p<.001) for both the parent and the adolescent groups. The pre-

dicted increases over time are not statistically significant, but it is no

that the means for all four groups are,at least slightly higher during the

f")
NUJ

able
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early-primary phase than they had been during thf pre-primary phase. This
1-

replicated main effect is significant by sign test (p<.05, one-tailed).

Considering Figures 3 and 4 together, then, we find support for our main

effects hypotheses regarding the most conventional cognitive types of de-

pendent variables, but only one instance.of support for our interaction hy-
(' /-,

potheses.- There are informational differences between high- and low-exposure"

respondents, and to a lesser extent we also find increases over time in the

holding of thestkinds of knowledge.
lay

, (Figure 5 about here)

When we turn to the measure of affective structuring (criterion variable.

3) in Figure q, however; the results are more in line with our full set'of

expectations. The tendency to evaluate one's. preferred candidate above all

others increases over time rather markedly: for the high - exposure groups, both

parents and adolescents, but there is no such' increase for either of the low-

exposure groups. The main effect of media exposure is significant only for
t

the adolescents (p<.01), and the interaction is significant only for the parents

(p.1.05), but in both cases the pattern of results conforms rather well to our

predictions.

(Figure 6 about' here)

Uncertainty regarding what tandi.dates are "running" (criterion variable

4) is plotted in Figure 6. The H values her are based on the same interview

question as are the group mean in Figure 3, and the results are not much dif-

ferent quantitatively. There are two clear main effects, of media exposure

and of interview phase, and no significant interaction between those two in-

dependent variables. Qualitatively, though; it is worth noting that.among,

the, adolescents there is a slight tendency in 'igure 6 for the distance be-

tweenthe high- and low-exposure groups to be greater in the pre-primary phase

9 /1
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t

than in the early-primaries phase. Note that in Figure 3 the opposite

pattern (to a. significant
/
degree) was found when the tame raw recall mea-

surer were used to estimate cognitions rather than uncertainty. This lends

some degre6 of credence to our theoretical predictions that changes would
A

occur in opposite directions for the two types of criterion variables,, the,

'high-low exposure "gap" widening for individual cognitiont but narrowing

forgroup-level uncertainty. This occurs only for the adolescent sample,.

however; there is no interaction between time and news exposure for the

parents, on either criterion measure based on open-ended knowledge.of.dart-.

didate names.

Why' we tur .in-figure 7 to the collective dncertainty 'of each group in

terms-of prefere ces for candidates, the predicted pattern of interaction

betWeen media wbsure and phase of interview is apparent. As predicted,

both of the high-dxposure groups exhibited more uncertainty in preferences

v (criterion. variable 5) than either low-exposure group during the pre-:primary

.,phasei when uncertai -increasing information was still predominating over

uncertainty-rediki information in the media. But the high-exposure groups

that were not interviewed until the early-primaries phase, when uncertainty-

reducing information flow increased, exhibited lesser levels. of uncertainty

'regarding their 'candidate preferences. As the races for nomination became

more clearly structured around a reduced roster of "possible" candidates,

the range of preferences liecame more constrained. But,'as predicted, the

low-exposure groups were collectively more uncertain in the early-primary

phase than they had been inthe pre - primary Phase, even though news events

had by that'later time begun to resolve the picture. It is as if the low-

exposure groups, unaware of the flow of current political event g to

unlikely or "fringe " 'candidates while the more informed high- osure groups

are abandoning those candidates in favor of the few others 'who sA111 have,a

reasonable chance of achieving ndmination.
1 "7"
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(Figure 7 about here)

Summary. Looking across our results, both sets of main,effectS hy-

potheses seemito have held up rather well for the full variet/ ofcriterion

.1..

variables. The high-exposure group is,1above the low- xposure group in, all

16 of the comparisons where this was predicted. Thelre-primary interview

grOup is below the corresponding early-primary grpupin 14 of the 16 com-

parisons where this was predicted, with one tie. Most of-these Offerences
1 4

were statistically significant, as well as being in the.prelicted direct'

Our interaction' hypotheses dilS.nOt fare so consistently well. They
,

were more complex-in nature, prerdiCt(ng a widening gap o0,ver time between the

high- and low-exposure groups for the three individUal-cosnition criterion

variables, and A

S

closing gap or reversal over time for the two group-

Uncertainty crit
et!
ion variables. The firSt of these kinds of predictions

.

.1

held up in 4 of ,6 comparisons (Figures 3 5);,twO of the associated interaction

terms were statistically significant: The second kind of interaction

diction held up i n , a l l four Comparisons (Figures 6 7), but*Was statistically

strong only in regard to lincertainty:of candfdate'preferenCes where a Clear.

transverse interaction pattern wat. fOunds(FigUre 7).-
,

In general,-tt-appears.that the kinds of interaction, we have hypohe-

sized aremorelikelyAO'OCcur with regard to affective dependent variables

than with those `that are baseCsolely on cognitions held. :111e findings that

are most clearly in.accord with the expectations we outlined.(in'Figure 2)

occur in figure.5 mhere the criterion measure is the structuring _sif affect

around one's preferred candidate and tn'Figure 7 Where. uncertainty reg;rd-.

ing candidate preference is dependent variable; Our broad assumption

that thegh-eXposure audienCe would, react more fully and rapidly to Current

political_neWs 'events- seenit :them, to be more vOid.withiregard'to the,

,structuring:Oftanidat 'preferences and affedtthan it does rto the.simple

4
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store of knowledge about who the candidates are and what par'ties they seek

to represent.

Discussion

Webeg this study with the general .assumption that political com-

munication proceSses during the early phases,of.a presidential campaign year

are qualitatively different from the pre-election phase in the fall. The
.

news media would .be' providing information about whiCh candidates were running,

end 'how likely they Were to survive in.the race. Their audience would not be

the full "mass" audience, but rather would be limited to those who were suf-

fiCiently exposed to current news reports to keep up with the candidacies.andtheircampaign fortunes. We hypothesized that the heavily exposed 'sub-
.

'audience would hold mere information; would build it at a faster rate; and

would exhibit high uncertainty about candidates early on, but that this

uncertainty would diminish once the early primaries began to clarify the pic-

.These expectations were generally supported, particularly for criterion

Variables that involve affective rather than purely cognitive responses to

the'news from the campaign trail.

'PerhaRsmOreiMportant-than these exact findings is the fact that most

of oiirAypotheSwp.'uld be fairly trivial, and. we would not expect to-find

4iferences,of nearly the same magnitude, during similar time spans in the

much studied $eptember-October election campaign period. By that time the

tandidateor.President, and their parties, should be rather universally

**IWO,:*ffectregarding them should be well established. There should

be.littleAiariatian.over time, or between news exposure grsups, in the degree
. .

of.4re9efe uncertainty regarding who is running or which candidate is pre-
.

'ferred. In the typical fall campaign, t two mejor-party candidates maintain

fairly stable and even percentageso that uncertapity,in!the way we have

measured it here would remain fairfy Aeady at about H = log2 2 = 1 Oto (In

A. I
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fall 1980, due to the independent Anderson candidacy, uncertainty remained

a bit higher than'this, and many voter decisions were not made until just

before the election; see Goldman and Whitney, 1981).

Media Effects. Many writers have suggested that the potential for media

"effects" oh the audience is greater in the early stages of a campaign year,

but have not Made clear why this should be so or what kinds of effects one

should expect. What appears clear in this paper ts that the very early

phase is characterized by widesprebid lack of information among those who are

not folldwing the campaign closely, and uncertainty even among those who 'are.

Because of people's dependence upon the news media to bring them inforniation

from distant locations, the resolution of uncertainty about which candidates

are surviving becomes a direct consequence of exposure to media reports.

The immediate and cumulative effects are cognitive in nature; affective and

decisional reactions are dependent upon the acquisition bf a variety of in-

formation from the media, and are more structural in nature.

' During the mist-clearing and winnowing Illases these are rather powerful

effects that can be traced directly to the news provided by the media. One

day's news can become the next day's resolution of cognitive and affective

uncertainty, and that in turn can manifest itself in the media's next round

of poll results. Primary election voters, being comparatively high in ex-

pdsure to the news of the day, can be quite sensitive to these shifts in

the direction of greater structure during the early primary period. a It is

worth noting in this regard that only five candidates -- Carter, Reagan,

Anderson, Kennedy, and Bush -- received more than 10% of their parties'

primary votes in either the Illinois primary that was held the day after

oto survey ended, or in the Wisconsin primary a few weeks later. Carer

and Reagan won both those primaries, on their respective roads to. eventual

nomination. The impact of media reports-was not mass persuasion on behalf

dirtof these few candidates dirt simplyincertatntesolving information that
6Tr.

2S
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focus in on a reduced list of

plausible candidates. With a clearer pictu e of the structure of the

competition, people who are heavily exposed to the news are in a better

position to evaluate the prospects of thelAr own candidates, as wei..as

others'. This--combined with more infotmation about issue positions, per-

sonal qualities, and style--may result in the more rapid restructuring of

affect that also occurs in this group.

.Research-on Primary Campaign Communication. We should stress that

this study is scarcely an optimal model for analyzing the processes we have

examined. One of our main independent variables, phase of campaign, became

a variable only because it had been impractical to complete so many inter-

views tn a briefer span of time. Data colleCtion was designed for another

purpose entirely; in a sense our study is a "-secondary analysis" of data

from the political socialization project --even though no other findings

from that project have been reported yet. In a study devoted specifically

to comparisons of 'different phases of a campaign, we would recommend Inter-

.viewing during condensed periods (e.g. a week or so) at several carefully

preselected points during the campaign year. A prototype is Patterson's

(1980) design.

The nature of our sample is obviously not optimal either. The selection

of adolescents and their parents was dictated by the imperatives of the polit-

ical socialization project, not our needs for this study. Inclusion of the

adolescents here has, however, pointed dip a major issue for consideration in

future sampling designs. If one were to plan a study of campaign communica-

Nstion processes in a "general population ", what definition of that population

should be employed? The usual answer, to judge from prior research on polit-

ical communication, would be either "voters" or perhaps "adults." We would

suggest instead expanding the univigrie Of_..study to the "audience" for pass
1
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\

media. It is clear from our data that, while the adolescents generally

had lower information levels than their parents, when we controlled for

media exposure our Irocess hypotheses held up about equally well for each

group. Indeed, in must cases the slopes of the lines plotted in Figures
\

3-7 were practically Parallel for parents and adolescent's of similar

exposure levels.

Another research de\sign issue concerns the merits of repeated measure -
\

ment of a panel of the sam\ e respondents, as against the measurement of com-

parable random samples ofdifferent respondents in different time peribds.

We have noted earlier the advantap of our not having asked the same person

the same informational que tions repeatedly, an unfortunate feature of panel

designs that could encourag respondehts to find out the infoimation after

having once been asked the q estion -- when they would not have learned it

otherwise. This kind of rea tive measurement is particularly a threat to

the validity of inferences abOut increases in information over time. It is

not such a great problem where affective and behavioral measures are-concerned,

though and the panel design offers some important advantages when the object

of one's study is change in attitudinal or behavioral criterion measures.

The choice between the panel and the successive-samples design should be

tailored to the purposes of the study,,with the panel generally preferred

if reactive measurement is Kota,poteniial problem. In the present case, a

°panel design would have reneired highly suspect all of our findings regard-

ing changes over time in criterio' measu

it might have provided more

3 and 5.

1, 2, and 4. On the other hand,

test of changes in criterion measures

Conclusions. Dpi hortcomings in sample design and precision of

interview timing, we ha e established that there is considerable variation

during the early week g'f a presidential campaign in the flow and acquisition

30
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of political information. Audience members who are heavily exposed to

campaign-related news events are quick to translate these into more highly

structured affective reactions and preferences regarding candidates. This

probably tends to hasten the process of "sorting out a few leading candidates

from their straggling opponents ("winnowing"). Simple conceptions of "in-

fogpation" that are limited' to individual-level cognitions fail to tap some

of the most important aspects of these processes. The 9fructuring of

political affect, and the arousal and resolution of uncertainty at the ag-

gregate level, are important indicators of the dependence of the media's

audience on campaign news in these critical early phases of the campaign

y6r.

1
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Notes

1. "Election Campaigns and Preadult Political.Socialization", National
Science Foundation grant No. SES-7913435 to Jack Dennis (Department of
Political Science, University of Wisconsin-Madison), David O. Sears
(Department of Psychology, University of California at Los AngelN),
and Chaffee. Preparation of this paper was also. supported by the Vilas
Estate Trust throOkthe University of Wisconsin. Foundation.

References

Barber, J.O. (Ed.) Race for the presidency. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:

Prentice-Hall, 1978. sit

Chaffee, S. Mass media in election campaigns: An expanding role. In

R. Rice and W. Paisley (Eds.), Public Communication Campaigns.

Beverly Hills: Sage PublicatiOns, forthcoming 1981.

Chaffee, S., & Wilson, D. Media rich, media poor: Two studies of

diversity in agenda-holding. Journalism Quarterly, 1977, 54,

466-76.

Goldman, S., & Whitney, D.C. Time of decision and media use in the 1980

election campaign. Presented. to conference of,the Mass Communica-

tions and Society Division of the Assn. for Education in Journalism,

Kent State University, Kent, Ohio, March 1,981.

Kessel, J. Presidential campaign politics. Homewood, Ill.: Dorsey, 1980.

Matthews, D.R. "WinnoWing." In J.D. Barber (Ed.) Race for the

presidency, 1978, 55-78.

Noelle-Neumann, E. Turbulences in the climate of opinion: Methodological

applications of the spiral of silence theory. Public Opinion Quarterly,

1977, 41, 143-58.

Patterson, T.E. The mass media election. New York: Praeger, 198b.

Schramm, W. Information theory and mass communication. Journalism Quarterly,

1955, 32, 131-146.

Shannon, C.E., & Weaver, W. The mathematical theory of communication.

Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1949,

32



Amount

of

News

Study phase

Uncertainty

Cognition

Uncertainty-increasing
Jnformation

. N

30

Uncertainty-decreasing.
Information

Cognition

. . ...
Uncertainty-decreasing
Information

Cognitions

UnCertainty-InCreasin'T '
Information

Pre - Primary Early Primaries

January February March

Figure 1. Schematic Flow of Three Types of Political Information
from Media during Period of Study

e't



Expected

Group

Level

Study Wase

Uncertainty

Cognition

High News
Exposure .

Low News i
Exposure

'tow News
Exposur

31

High News

Exposure

Pre-Primary Early Primaries'

January February March

Figure 2. Theoretical Reactions to Media News, by Level of Media Exposure

J



Mean.

Number

of

Candi-
dates

Recalled

6.0 -

5.5 -

5.0 -

4.5 -

4.0 -

3.5 -

3.0 -

2.5 -

2.0 -

-7-

Figure 3.

4.

5.69

5.17 ents/High Exposure ,

4.24
.- --"-* parent /Lo Exposur

3.52

111"-

2.72

4.

Adolescents/High Exposure

.. 3.18

Adolescents/Low Exposure

I

32

High News Exopure

Pre-Primary Phase 'Early Primaries Phase

Mean Number of Candidates Recalled, by.Group

ki U



33

f 6.5

6.25
6.13

Mean

e'Numberit

6.0 Parents/High Exposure

of
5.5 High News Exposure

Low News Exposure
Candidates 5.0 Parents/Low Exposure -5.12
Identified

by
4.5

4.47

Party

3.98 Adolescents/
High Exposure

3.5

3.0 Adol escents/Ow Exposure

2.5

Pre-Primary Phase Early Primaries Phase

Figure 4. Mean Number of gandidates."Correctly Identified by,FartY, by Group



: !

1.9 -

1.8 -

Mean

1.7 -

Difference

1.6 -
in

Liking
1.5 -

1.4 -

1.3 -

1.2 -

Figure 5. iference Between Liking of Preferred Candidate and Liking of Other'
Candidates, by Group

1.69
-

Parents/High
Exposure

1.40

1.22

I

Parents/
--Low Exposure

Adolescents/High
Exposure

1401 me.n>`5 /.Lcut

1.89

-
1.61

1.52

4'4

1.22.

34

High news exposure

Low news exposure

Pre-Primary Ph*

1.

r)

Early Primaries Phase

1



Uncertainty

.of
Recalled
Candidates

3.2

3.1

3.0

2.9

2.8

Parents/High
Exposure

3.06

Parents/Low
Exposure

2.85,..

2.80

2.5

s

2.54'

3.1

3.09
./.

3.96,

Adoletcentst
High Exposure

. '

Adolescents/
Low Exposure

35

High PewsXpdsur

. .

WOW NeWS.Expostiro

Pre-Prim iY.Phase arlY2Primaries Phase

Figure 6:.!..UligertOnty inAggreggte Distributtpn of CaddjdatesROtalled, by Group



Uncertainty
(H)

. of
Preferred
Candidates

ti

4z

2.6

2.5

2.4

2.3

2.24.

2.1

2.0

Parents/High2.54

2.43

Parents/Low
Exposure Exposure

\o,

t

Adolescents/High
EXpos<ure...-

2.25-" Adol tints /...-
xposure

..-2! .30

Hi g,h New5'EXpbsiire

o lews Ex pO-- .

Pre-Frinfary Phase Early Primarie's Pha'se

Figure. 7,. Uncertainty in Aggregate Di stribuObti's'Of Candidatedpreferll
r
, by Group..

,


